o a greater degree than many professions, the professional lives of scholars are characterized by overlapping cycles of beginnings and endings. Each academic year has an overarching rhythm of activities, events, responsibilities, and interactions comprising many smaller units such as courses, committees, and conferences, each with its own beginning and ending. Likewise, doctoral students begin a program and graduate. New students replace them in a continuous flow of personal beginnings and endings for them and for their advisors. Research projects begin and end, passing through distinct stages that involve planning, gathering and analyzing data, and reporting results. Successful proposals for funding mean that work commences, continues for a period of time, and then the funding and work stop, giving way to new projects and activities or perhaps a new grant. This succession of beginnings and endings inherent to our professional lives creates milestones that invite reflection and assessment.
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We now face such an occasion as we conclude our tenure as editors of Reading Research Quarterly. The current issue is our final one after having had the privilege to serve as editors for five volume years. As with many endeavors that intensely engage our professional energies and that are stimulating and enjoyable, the time between the beginning and end of our editorship seems relatively short. It seems only a short time ago that we were writing the editorial for our inaugural issue as editors, although much has transpired during that time, including varying degrees of involvement with approximately 650 manuscripts that our colleagues have given over to our care.
In that first editorial we wrote about our efforts to select an appropriate metaphor that would guide our editorship. After discussing several possible metaphors, we settled on comparing our role to that of a broker (e.g., a real estate broker, a stock broker, a marriage broker) who acts "as an agent for others and to bring people and things together toward achieving desired ends" (see RRQ volume 38, p. 9). Further, we outlined some areas in which we intended to act as brokers, to ensure that RRQ would remain the leading outlet for research in the field and that would guide us in moving RRQ in directions that we believed would be important and beneficial to the field. Now, at the endpoint of our editorship, we thought it appropriate to revisit that metaphor and our goals in light of what has occurred during our editorship. Each of the following italicized goals from our first editorial provides an opportunity to do so.
We intend to broker a greater awareness of research efforts internationally to enlarge and facilitate communication among the community of literacy researchers worldwide. Toward that end, we initiated a new feature entitled International Research Reports that was published in each issue. To create that feature, we initially selected and invited 35 International Research Correspondents (IRCs) to submit two reports each year highlighting literacy research being conducted in their region of the world (the names, affiliations, and locations of current correspondents are listed after the editorial review board in each issue). These reports provided a glimpse of literacy research occurring around the world. The feedback we received about these reports both formally and informally from readers, members of the editorial advisory board, the IRA Publications Committee, and others was positive. However, at the suggestion of several editorial review board members, we did shift the emphases of these reports to solicit input from the IRCs about specific issues related to literacy and literacy development in their respective regions of the world. We would like to believe that this feature not only increased attention to literacy research internationally but also played a role in expanding the number of countries and regions from which we received manuscripts for review. Table 1 summarizes the content of these reports and surveys according to volume year, region, correspondent, and topic. The table also provides us an opportunity to acknowledge that the reports and surveys were solicited and compiled by several doctoral students who served as editorial assistants during our terms as editors. We wish to thank A. Jonathan Eakle (with Andrew Garber), Jacquelynn A. Malloy, Stergios Botzakis, and Christine A. Mallozzi for their fine work and assistance, not only on the International Research Reports but also on many other aspects of their service to the journal, including substantive input into many of our editorial decisions.
We see ourselves as brokers in bringing together the strengths incumbent in RRQ's long tradition as a printed journal and the new opportunities and capabilities provided by newer digital, online media. The initial online version of RRQ was launched about 18 months prior to the beginning of our editorship. It allowed subscribers to view the articles online but was limited in its flexibility. Early in our editorial term, in a move made possible with the IRA Board of Directors' approval of significant funding, the online journal began to evolve in ways that enabled better use of the medium. Libraries and individuals could choose to subscribe to the printed and the online version. New tools, including links to articles cited in RRQ and to articles citing RRQ, became available. Further, in consultation with and assistance from Anne Fullerton, then IRA's editorial director for electronic publications, we developed RRQ online supplements, which featured extensions of the printed versions of articles. Through the online supplements, authors could include information for which there was not space available in the printed version (e.g., full instruments used to collect data or long transcripts from their data). They could also present data in ways not possible in a printed version (e.g., a video clip). In some instances, commentaries based on these supplements were invited from other scholars in the field. We extend our thanks to all those who devoted extra time and energy to creating the online supplements and commenting on them. Every author we approached to create an online supplement did so willingly and enthusiastically. The result was an extension of the reach of their work as evidenced by the number of times these supplements were accessed online.
Our goal initially was to have at least one extension of one article appear online simultaneous to the print publication. It was difficult to accomplish that goal, and we did not often achieve it. Neither were we able to attract or to assist in the development of a uniquely electronic, stand-alone RRQ publication. It has become evident to us that to realize these goals completely, more resources will be required both on the editorial and production side of RRQ. In addition, the roles and responsibilities of the editors may need to be redefined, and new editorial positions (e.g., an e-editor) created. The possibilities of using audio/video clips and various online resources also raise new issues that must be addressed, such as copyright, permissions, site reliability, online formatting, and so forth. Nonetheless, there is some indication that RRQ's readership is moving increasingly toward online access as evidenced by Figure 1 , which shows the widening gap between print subscriptions and total subscriptions that include subscribers who select to receive only the online version of the journal.
Reflecting on this aspect of our editorship reminds us of the debt we owe to the IRA publications staff who have assisted us in producing both the printed and electronic versions of RRQ. Few readers are likely to imagine the tremendous amount of time and energy the IRA staff commit to copy editing, obtaining permissions, and laying out and formatting the finished product. We realize that our work overtly to influence the direction of literacy research, particularly through strategic funding of favored research questions and methodologies. At the same time that those in power are seeking to define what research should be valued, they are creating mechanisms to manage what research is attended to or not attended to in shaping educational policy and, by extension, educational practice. These issues are prevalent in the United States, but they are also apparent in other countries as was evidenced by the content of several manuscripts that we received and conversations with several of our editorial review board members.
Two defining issues of our editorship were likely a consequence of this political maneuvering. One of those issues arose early in our editorship as we began to receive what we considered to be an inordinate number of manuscripts aimed at determining the effectiveness of commercial instructional programs and activities. Effectiveness was typically defined narrowly in terms of increases on conventional standardized assessments. We attributed that increase to the U.S. government's efforts to limit funding for instructional interventions to those supported by statistical comparisons of effectiveness on such measures. We characterized these studies as evaluation studies but realized that we were not confident in our ability to distinguish an evaluation study from a research report, nor were we confident that RRQ was an appropriate outlet for evaluation studies. Thus, we solicited input from experts on evaluation research, former editors, and members of our editorial advisory board. Our request led to an extended and informative e-mail discussion summarized in an editorial informing the readership of our conclusions (RRQ, volume 40, issue 2).
Partially to offset the increasingly narrow and ideologically driven views in the political realm, but also to broaden the perspectives and methodological diversity of RRQ, we decided to publish two invited pieces in each issue of the journal. One was an Essay Book Review (EBR) under the editorship first of David W. Moore (Volumes 38-39) and then Shelley Hong Xu (Volumes 40-42) . The other invited piece alternated between topics related to Theory and Research Into Practice (TRiP) and New Directions in Research (NDR). The topics for these pieces were selected in consultation with our editorial review board through e-mail and at meetings held each year at the annual IRA convention. As should be clear in our reflections on this aspect of brokering, during our editorship we depended heavily on the advice of our editorial review board and a variety of other experts. Evidence that their good counsel contributed to the broadening of perspectives and methodological diversity in RRQ can be found in Table 2 .
Brokers who see themselves as professionals also conduct their business ethically in accordance with codes of conduct and standards of good practice aimed at protecting the interests and well being of those whom they serve. Little did we suspect the prescient import of this statement when we wrote it in our initial editorial. Indeed, a second defining issue of our editorship meant brokering a lengthy discussion about conflict of interest in relation to manuscripts submitted to RRQ, which culminated in our editorial on that issue published in volume 39, issue 1. The stimulus for a consideration of that issue was again the increase in evaluation studies, often involving commercial products or programs, and the concern that a few authors We knew that setting this goal for ourselves would mean brokering diverse theoretical perspectives, topics, and methodologies, many of which were beyond our own knowledge and expertise and might differ from our own perspectives and preferred methodologies. This aspect of brokering proved a difficult, yet rewarding, part of our editorial work. The degree to which we were successful is, of course, for readers and colleagues to judge. Although we intuitively sensed as we moved through the five-year term of our editorship that we were publishing a broad range of research topics, which in turn represented an equally broad range of methodologies, it was not until we compiled data for this editorial that we had evidence to support our intuitions (see Table 3 ).
In examining Table 3 , we offer the caveat that the boundaries of our categories are not precise and may overlap. Further, beyond reflecting on our editorship of RRQ, the data characterize research that was being conducted in the field between 2003 and 2007, although articles published in one year are likely to reflect research conducted two or more years prior to publication. However, along with the topics of the NDRs, TRiPs, and EBRs (see Table 2 ), these data provide a portrait of what topics have been of most interest to literacy researchers, what theoretical perspectives have guided their work, and what methodologies they have employed to collect and analyze data. The data also suggest that whatever success we may have had in publishing high-quality and rigorous research on diverse topics, in diverse contexts, and with diverse populations is due in large measure to the selfless dedication of our editorial review board members and the substantive, constructive, and timely reviews that they provided.
It is difficult to know where to stop when thanking the many individuals who have supported our efforts and enriched our professional lives while serving as RRQ editors. We have mentioned our editorial associates and assistants, the Essay Book Review editors, the members of our editorial review board, the IRA publications staff, and the IRA Board of Directors. All have been key players in working with us to further the long and distinguished legacy of RRQ. We could, of course, also include a host of mentors and colleagues who have helped us achieve a string of stimulating and enjoyable beginnings and endings. Serving the field for the last five years as editors has been one of the best of those cycles. We wish the new editors much success in their new beginning, and we hope that they reap fully all of the enriching experiences and opportunities that come from editing RRQ.
